2 studies compared intraindividual response variabilities of normals and retardates. In the 1st, involving a reaction time procedure, individual retardates were both slower and less consistent in their reactions. In the 2nd study, employing a short-term memory task, the mentally subnormal individuals were less accurate and more variable than normals. Variability of both groups increased as retention interval increased. These results indicate that the performance of mentally retarded 5s is characterized as much by inconsistency as it is by a low level. Increased intra-S response variability within certain deviant groups may have implications for an understanding of pathological processes.
Experimental comparisons of normals and retardates commonly are based on average performance. That is to say, each S's scores are averaged over a number of trials, and these measures, in turn, are combined for all 5s to produce group means. Frequently, variances are also reported, but usually only in relation to the statistical considerations involved in testing differences between means.
It is of interest to note, however, that retardates as a group typically are found to be relatively heterogeneous. Variances computed on dependent measures often differ markedly and reliably between intelligence groups. The tendency is to ignore this finding, although it may have significant implications for an understanding of behavioral disability.
Actually, there are two fundamental sources of variability in the performance of a group of Ss on a task. One is attributed to between-S or individual differences and usually is thought of in relation to the statistical concept of variance. The little attention that has been given to the question of response variability in mental retardation has usually been directed to these interindividual differences.
Another source of variability derives from a given individual's performance from one 1 Supported, in part, by Grant HD-02588 from the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, United States Public Health Service. The authors wish to thank the staff and patients at Partlow State Home, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, for their cooperation.
trial to another and can be regarded most appropriately as within-S variability. This is a component of the variance over time that is attributable to the individual. Hull (1952) gave recognition to this type of variability with his concepts of behavioral oscillation and reaction potential. In most experiments, however, these deviations are ignored (but not necessarily controlled) by pooling scores over a number of trials to produce a single measure for an S under a particular treatment condition. In addition to its implications for understanding behavioral impairment, the nature and character of this intra-S variability may be related to the diagnosis and control of specific deficits.
It is this within-S variability that is the major focus of the present studies. The primary concern is in the variations in performance that characterize each S's interaction with the experimental task. Ideally, these measures should show no systematic trend over trials. Two tasks, involving different processes, were employed to test the notion that intra-S dispersion is greater for retardates than for normals.
STUDY I
Variations in the reaction times (RTs) of normal and mentally retarded Ss were compared under different durations of the warning signal and preparatory intervals. Berkson and Baumeister (1967) have suggested that the RT task may be particularly sensitive to within-S deviations.
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Method Subjects, Forty-five men were selected from the cultural-familial population of a residential institution for the retarded. None had gross sensory or motor defects. Mean chronological age was 22.0 yr. and mean IQ was 59.6. Standard deviations were 3.7 yr. and 7.S, respectively. A comparison group of 45 men was obtained from students enrolled in introductory psychology courses at a state university.
Apparatus. The apparatus was typical of those used in RT experiments. A warning signal was provided by a 1,000 cycle pure-tone at 75 db. (re. threshold) . The signal to react was a 14 X ll in. red light projected from a digital display unit mounted on a table. The S responded by releasing a depressed telegraph switch. Timers and relay circuitry were used to program the task. RTs were recorded by a Hunter Klockounter. A small cubicle provided a relatively controlled test environment.
Procedure. The Ss in both intelligence groups were assigned randomly to three numerically equal subgroups. A particular subgroup received a warning signal duration of 2, 4, or 8 sec. Sixty trials were presented in blocks of 15 trials each. Each block was run under a warning interval (time between cessation of warning signal and onset of the signal to react) of 0, 2, 4, or 8 sec. Order was counterbalanced. The intertrial interval was 10 sec. and the interblock interval was 60 sec.
Results
The first three trials in each block were discarded as practice. Standard deviations were computed on the remaining 12 trials for each 5 under the various conditions of warning interval and warning signal duration. An analysis of variance applied to these data indicated that the retardates demonstrated more (p<.001) within-S variability than the normals. Intra-5 variability was not significantly related to either warning interval or warning signal duration. None of the interactions involving these factors was significant.
An analysis based on the medians of the last 12 scores within each trial block indicated that the normals were faster than the retardates (p < .001) and that the longer warning intervals produced slower reactions (p < .01) in both groups. None of the interactions was found to be significant.
STUDY II
The second study involved a comparison of the short-term memories of normals and retardates as a function of delay interval. The task, adapted from Klugman (1944) , yielded a number of scores for an 5 under relatively constant objective conditions.
Method
Subjects. A sample of 30 institutionalized men diagnosed as cultural-familial retardates was compared with a group of 30 college students. The mean IQ of the retardates was 60.0 with a standard deviation of 7.7. Their average age was 21.6 yr.; standard deviation was 4.6 yr.
Procedures. The S was asked to observe a 2-mm. dot on a white sheet of paper for 10 sec. After varying intervals of 5 or 60 sec., during which time S read letters to minimize active rehearsal, he was given a second blank sheet and asked to reproduce the dot from memory in the same location. A third condition was employed in which the standard and the blank were presented simultaneously and S was asked to simply copy the dot. Twelve trials were administered under each condition. Order was counterbalanced systematically across groups. The S received all three conditions.
Results
The dependent measure consisted of S's error, in centimeters, in reproducing the dot. Individual standard deviations and means were computed for the 12 trials under each of the delay conditions. These scores were, in turn, subjected to analyses of variance. Retardates were again found to be inferior and to demonstrate (p < .01) more within-S variability than normals. The longer delay intervals were associated with larger standard deviations for both normal and retarded groups (p < .01).
DISCUSSION
These results, taken together with those reported by Berkson and Baumeister (1967) , strongly indicate that individual retarded 5s are more variable in their performance than normals. Variability may be as characteristic of intelligence as is level of performance. Indeed, a "good" performance almost certainly implies consistency, although the converse is not necessarily so. Berkson and Baumeister (1967) have invoked a concept of efficiency in relation to the greater behavioral variability manifested by retardates. This conceptualization involves the notion of a limit of performance and deviation from that limit. The overall level of performance is viewed as jointly dependent upon these two response characteristics. An analysis of defective performance requires attention to both these factors. In order to assess level of performance in relation to intelligence it may be necessary to partial out effects of variability, Normals not only have different limits of performance, but appear to work more consistently near their optimal levels. One may speculate that the factors that determine performance limits are not necessarily the same as those related to deviations from these limits. Under certain conditions, the retardate may have approximately the same limit as the normal individual, but more difficulty in staying near this optimal level of performance.
Although Berkson and Baumeister confined their analysis to measures based on speed, the results of the present study suggest that this conceptualization can be extended to include short-term memory processes as well. Several attributes of a response including amplitude, quality, latency, and intensity may demonstrate the same phenomenon. In short, it appears that inconsistency is as characteristic of the performance of retardates as is low overall level.
Such an analysis may appear to be antithetical to the frequently encountered view that retardates are "rigid" and demonstrate a much greater degree of response stereotypy than normals. In fact, Siegel and Foshee (1960) have found less intra-S variability among defectives than among a group of normal children. They attributed this lowered variability within the less intelligent 5s to a relatively marked disruption of inhibition. It should be noted, however, that different conceptions of variability are involved here. Siegel and Foshee and the others who also have reported reduced variability for the defective have been concerned with more molar response tendencies. They have been more interested in the effects S has on his environment than in how he makes the particular response. On the other hand, the present analysis concerns the quality or character of the response itself. To phrase the matter differently, some previous studies have rendered variability irrelevant to the quality of performance. In the present contexts it is clear that an overall "good" performance must be inconsistent with trial-to-trial variability. Excessive variability seems to be associated with retarded functioning in certain tasks. "Adjustive" variability is, in a sense, being measured here. It has been pointed out previously (Fiske & Rice, 19SS) that the poorer the performance, the more within-S variability contributes to the level of performance.
Another interpretation that may be applied to these data is in relation to test reliability. If the same S is being measured under relatively constant conditions on a particular task, variability from trial-to-trial is usually attributed to lack of reliability in measurement of the dependent variable. Thus, it may be said that the measures obtained in these experiments are less reliable for retardates than for normals. However, lack of reliability implies randomness. Actually, the evidence indicates that intra-S variability can be systematically influenced by manipulation of 5 and task variables, and that it is predictable. Individual variability is itself reliable.
If the objective external environment remains constant one must assume that response variability is associated with changing internal characteristics of the individual. A further implication must be that these internal characteristics are more transient in the retardate. In conceptualizing retarded behavior, it may be necessary to give greater focus to the matter of intraindividual variability. Perhaps the inability to meet environmental imposed contingencies in a consistent manner is a generalized expression of behavior pathology. In addition to mental retardates, schizophrenics and manic-depressives are also known to be more variable than normals (Shakow & Huston, 1936) . Carrigan (1963) has found that schizophrenics demonstrate higher intraindividual variability than normals on behavioral measures, but not on biological indexes.
